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WISCONSIN LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

Terry C. Anderson, Director
Laura D. Rose, Deputy Director

TO: SENATOR CAROL ROESSLER AND REPRESENTATIVE SUZANNE JESKEWITZ
FROM:  Pam Shannon, Senior Staff Attorney
RE: 2003 Senate Bill 478 and 2003 Assembly Bill 893, as Amended

DATE:  March S, 2004

This memorandum, prepared at your request, summarizes: (1) the provisions of companion bills
Senate Bill 478 and Assembly Bill 893, relating to major highway projects, southeast Wisconsin
freeway rehabilitation projects, and the transportation projects commission; (2) the companion
amendments [Senate Amendment 1 and Assembly Amendment 1, respectively] adopted by the Joint
Legislative Audit Committee; and (3) the companion amendments to those amendments [Senate
Amendment 1 to Senate Amendment 1 to Senate Bill 478 and Assembly Amendment 1 to Assembly
Amendment 1 to Assembly Bill 893], which you introduced subsequent to the hearing.

CURRENT LAwW

Under current law, the Department of Transportation (DOT) administers the major highway
projects program (defined, with limited exceptions, as a project having a total cost of more than $5
million and involving either construction of a new highway of at least 2.5 miles, reconstruction or
reconditioning of specified existing highways, or improvement of certain existing highways to freeway
standards). Unlike other DOT highway construction projects, major highway projects must generally
receive the approval of the Transportation Projects Commission (TPC) and the Legislature (a process
referred to as “enumeration”) before the project may be constructed.

Current law distinguishes and provides separate funding for southeast Wisconsin freeway
rehabilitation projects, including reconstruction of the Marquette interchange in Milwaukee County.
Because these southeast rehabilitation projects are specifically exempt from the definition of a major
highway project, they are not required to be reviewed or approved by the TPC.

Currently, DOT submits a list of potential major highway projects to the TPC for study and
recommendation by the TPC. The DOT may not begin preparing an environmental impact statement
(EIS) or environmental assessment (EA) for a potential major highway project without TPC approval.
Although DOT generally may not begin construction of a major highway project without approval of the

One East Main Street, Suite 401 » P.O. Box 2536 » Madison, W1 53701-2536
(608) 266-1304 « Fax: (608) 266-3830 « Email: leg councilizlegis.state. wi.us
http:/fwww.legis.state. wi.us/lc




-2

TPC and the Legislature, the Legislature may enumerate and approve the construction of major highway
projects without approval of the TPC.

Under current law, membership of the TPC includes the governor (who serves as chairperson),
three citizen members appointed by and serving at the pleasure of the governor, and five Senators (three
from the majority party and two from the minority party) and five Representatives (three from the
majority party and two from the minority party), appointed as are members of standing committees. The
secretary of transportation serves as a nonvoting member.

BILLS AS INTRODUCED AND AMENDED

In the summary below:

e “Bill as introduced” refers collectively to Senate Bill 478 and Assembly Bill 893, as
introduced.

¢ “Amendment” refers collectively to Senate Amendment 1 to Senate Bill 478 and Assembly
Amendment 1 to Assembly Bill 8§93.

e “Amendment to the amendment” refers collectively to Senate Amendment 1 to Senate

Amendment | to Senate Bill 478 and Assembly Amendment 1 to Assembly Amendment 1 to
Assembly Bill 893.

1. Timing of TPC Project Approval

Bill as introduced: Prohibits the TPC from recommending approval of any major highway
project prior to the completion by DOT, and review by the TPC, of a final EIS or EA that has been
approved by the Federal Highway Administration.

Amendment: No change.

Amendment to the amendment: Eliminates the requirement that the TPC review the final EIS or
EA prior to recommending approval of a project.

2. Project Enumeration

Bill as introduced: Prohibits the Legislature from enumerating any major highway project
unless the TPC has recommended approval of the project, with or without modification.

Amendment: No change.

Amendment to the amendment: No change.

3. Creation of Change Management System

Bill as introduced: Requires DOT to develop and implement a change management system for
providing fiscal and management oversight for all major highway projects and all southeast Wisconsin
freeway rehabilitation projects.




Amendment: No change.
Amendment to the amendment: Modifies the change management system requirement for the

southeast Wisconsin freeway projects to pertain only to southeast Wisconsin freeway reconstruction
projects with a total cost of more than $ 5 million, rather than to rehabilitation projects.

4. DOT Reports to TPC

Bill as introduced: Requires DOT to submit a report every three months to the TPC on the
activities of DOT’s change management system relating to major highway program projects and
southeast Wisconsin freeway rehabilitation projects. The report must summarize the current status of
each project approved by the TPC and each project enumerated and identify all actual and estimated
project costs as of the date of the report. The project information must be reported on both a cumulative
basis from the inception of the project and on an updated basis for the period since the previous report.

Amendment: Modifies the reporting interval to require DOT to report every six months instead
of every three months.

Amendment to the amendment:
¢ Modifies the reporting requirement with respect to southeast Wisconsin freeway projects so
that the requirement pertains only to southeast Wisconsin freeway reconstruction projects

with a total cost of more than § 5 million, rather than to rehabilitation projects.

* Specifies that DOT must provide the TPC with any materials or documents prepared by
DOT, except the department’s recommendations, for use at a TPC meeting, at least five
business days prior to the meeting.

5. TPC Membership

Bill as introduced: Increases the membership of the TPC by adding one additional Senator and
one additional Representative, so that the membership would include six Senators and six
Representatives (four of each from the majority party and two of each from the minority party).

Amendment: No change.

Amendment to the amendment: In addition to adding one Senator and one Representative,
requires that one of the Senators on the TPC must be the chair of the Senate standing committee dealing
with transportation matters and one of the Representatives on the TPC must be the chair of the
Assembly standing committee dealing with transportation matters.

6. Approval of Certain Design Changes

Bill as introduced: No provision

Amendment: Requires that the TPC have an opportunity to review and approve certain project
design changes proposed by DOT after a major highway project has been enumerated or approved, prior
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to implementation of the design changes. The design changes subject to this requirement are changes
that would upgrade:

a. Any portion of the project from a highway to a freeway or expressway.
b. Any portion of the project to increase the number of traffic lanes.

¢. Any at-grade intersection to an interchange.

d. An interchange to accommodate higher-speed traffic.

Prior to implementing these changes, DOT must report the proposed changes, any reason for the
changes, and the estimated project cost attributable to the changes to the TPC. The amendment provides
for passive review of these changes by the TPC. If, within 14 days after the report’s submission, the
TPC does nor notify DOT that it has scheduled a public hearing, DOT may implement the changes. Any
member of the TPC may request a public hearing.

If, within 14 days, the TPC notifies DOT that a public hearing has been scheduled, the TPC must
conduct the public hearing and, within 60 days of DOT’s submission of the report, notify DOT of the
proposed changes that the TPC approves, or approves with modifications, or notify DOT that it does not
approve any of the proposed changes. If the TPC notifies DOT that a public hearing has been
scheduled, DOT may not implement any proposed changes unless the TPC notifies DOT that the
changes, with or without modifications, are approved.

Amendment to the amendment. Deletes the phrase “from a highway” in listed item a., above,
because any major highway project upgraded to a freeway or expressway would be a highway.

7. _Availability of DOT Information to Public

Bill as introduced: No provision.

Amendment: Requires that DOT make certain information available to the public, including
making it available at no charge on DOT’s Internet site, within specified time periods. The types of
information and time periods for making the information available to the public are as follows:

a. Any reports (such as the semi-annual reports on project status and costs) prepared by DOT
for the TPC, within five business days of completion and transmittal to the TPC.

b. Materials or documents prepared by DOT for a meeting of the TPC, at least five business
days prior to the meeting.

¢. Any other information the TPC directs DOT to make available, within the time specified by
the TPC.

d. Any reports prepared by DOT for the TPC regarding proposed project design changes and
any materials or documents prepared by DOT for use at a public hearing on design changes,
on the 15" day after the report is submitted if no public hearing is scheduled and on the day
of the hearing, at a time following the hearing, if one is scheduled.
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Amendment to the amendment: Modifies those requirements to provide that, notwithstanding the
Open Records Law, the following reports and other items prepared by DOT for the TPC must be made
available to the public (including at no charge on the DOT Internet site) within the specified time
periods:

a. Any semi-annual report on the status and cost of projects, within five business days after
completion and transmittal to the TPC.

b. Any materials or documents prepared by DOT, except the department’s recommendations,
for use at a TPC meeting, at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

¢. Any other information the TPC directs DOT to make available, within the time specified by
the TPC.

d. And?] reports prepared by DOT for the TPC regarding proposed project design changes, on the
157 day after the report is submitted if no public hearing is scheduled and ar least 24 hours
prior to the hearing if one is scheduled.

Please feel free to contact me at the Legislative Council staff offices if you have any questions
about this legislation.

PS:wu







WISCONSIN LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

Terry C. Anderson, Director
Laura D. Rose, Deputy Director

TO: SENATOR CAROL ROESSLER
FROM: Pam Shannon, Senior Staff Attorney

RE: Assembly Substitute Amendment 1 to 2003 Assembly Bill 893 (Major Highway Projects and
the Transportation Projects Commission)

DATE:  March 10, 2004

This memorandum summarizes Assembly Substitute Amendment 1 [hereafter, “the Substitute
Amendment”] to 2003 Assembly Bill 893, relating to major highway projects and the transportation
projects commission. On March 10, 2004, the Substitute Amendment was introduced by Representative
Suzanne Jeskewitz. The Assembly adopted the Substitute Amendment on a voice vote and passed the
bill, also on a voice vote. The bill was immediately messaged to the Senate.

The Substitute Amendment contains the following provisions:

1. Timing of Transportation Projects Commission (TPC) Project Approval

The Substitute Amendment prohibits the TPC from recommending approval of any major
highway project until the TPC has been notified that a final environmental impact statement or
environmental assessment for the project has been approved by the Federal Highway Administration.
This requirement first applies to major highway projects being considered by the TPC on the effective
date of this provision.

2. Project Enumeration

The Substitute Amendment prohibits the Legislature from enumerating any major highway
project unless the TPC has recommended approval of the project, with or without modifications.
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3. DOT Reports on Project Status and Costs

The Substitute Amendment requires DOT to submit a report every six months to the TPC that
does all of the following:

a. Summarizes the current status of each project submitted by DOT that is under consideration
by the TPC, including any project approved by the TPC, and of each project enumerated.

b. Identifies all actual and estimated project costs for those projects, itemized by major cost
categories, as of the date of preparation of the report. To the extent feasible, DOT must
separately track and report the costs of environmental assessments, compliance, and
mitigation.

¢. Reports the required information both on a cumulative basis from the inception of the project
and on an updated basis for the period since the last report.

The first report must be submitted by February 1, 2005. These reporting requirements first apply
to major highway projects enumerated, approved, or being considered by the TPC on the effective date
of this provision.

4. Information DOT Required to Make Available

The Substitute Amendment requires that, notwithstanding the Open Records Law, DOT must
make the following information available to the public, including available at no charge on DOT’s
Internet site, within the following time periods:

a. Any report prepared by DOT for the TPC relating to project status and costs must be
available within five business days of the report’s completion and transmittal to the TPC.

b. Any materials or documents prepared by DOT, except the department’s recommendations,
for use at a TPC meeting must be available at least two business days prior to the meeting.

c. Any other information that the TPC directs be made available by DOT must be made
available within the time specified by the TPC.

These requirements first apply to reports, materials, and documents prepared by DOT on the
effective date of this provision.

5. Creation of Change Management System

The Substitute Amendment requires DOT to develop and implement a change management
system for providing fiscal and management oversight for all major highway projects.

Please feel free to contact me at the Legislative Council staff offices if you have any questions
about the Substitute Amendment.

PS:tlu
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History of Assembly Bill 893

ASSEMBLY RILL 993 LC Amendment Memo
An Act to renumber and amend 13.489 (1) and 13.489 (Im) (a); to amend
13.489 (4) (a) 1. a. and b.; and to create 13.489 (4) {(c), 13.489 (5)
and 85.052 of the statutes; relating to: major highway projects,
southeast Wisconsin freeway rehabilitation projects, and the
transportation projects commission. (FE)
2004

02-23. A. Introduced by Representative Jeskewitz; cosponsored by

Senator Roessler.

02-23. A. Read first time and referred to Joint Legislative
Audit Committee ... 714
02-26. A, Fiscei: estimate recelved.
02-26. A. Public hearing held.
02-26. A. Executive action taken.
02-26. A. Assembly amendment 1 offered by
Joint Legislative Audit Committee ..................... .. 751
03-08. A. Assembly amendment ! to Assembly amendment 1 offered by
Representative Jeskewltz ... ..t 801

03-09. A. Report Assembly Amendment 1 adoption recommended by
Joint Legislative Audit Committee, Ayes 8, Noes 1

.......................................................... 809
03-09. A. Report passage as amended recommended by Joint
Legislative Audit Committee, Ayes 9, Noes 0 .............. 809
03-09. A. Referred to committee on Rules ....... ... ... ... .. ... 909
03-09. A. Made a special order of business at 11:08 A.M. on
3-10-2004 pursuant to Assembly Resolution 38 ............ 817
03-10. A. Placed on the calendar of 3-10-2004 following Senate
Bill 87.
N3-10. A. Read a second time.
03-10. A. Placed on the calendar of 3-10-2004 following
Assembly Bill 890.
03-10. A. Assembly substitute amendment 1 offered by Representative
Jeskewitz.
03-10. A. Assempbly substitute amendment 1 adopted
03-10. A. Ordered to a third reading.
03-10. A. Rules suspended.
03-10. A. Read a third time and passed.
03-10. A. Representative Weber added as a coauthor.
03-10. A. Ordered immediately messaged.

Search for another history
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Remarks of Senator Carol Roessler and
Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz
on Senate Bill 478 and Assembly Bill 893

Speaker one:
Good morning and thank you for being here early on this busy day.

Before you today are companion bills--Senate Bill 478 and Assembly Bill 893--that we
have introduced in response to recommendations contained in the Legislative Audit
Bureau's recent evaluation of the Major Highway Program and in testimony the
committee heard at its January 26" public hearing on the audit report.

Once again, we want to publicly acknowledge the thorough and professional job the
Audit Bureau did in preparing this comprehensive report, as well as the cooperation of
Secretary Busalacchi and his staff at the Department of Transportation during the audit
process and in the development of this legislation.

The Audit report noted significant cost increases in the major highway program over the
past ten years and cited several reasons for those increases, including inaccurate initial
estimates of project costs, expansion of the scope of projects after initially designed,
and high real estate costs.

The Audit Bureau found that because the cost of major highway projects increases after
enumeration--sometimes significantly--the funding available to undertake future projects
is reduced. In addition, the Bureau reported that DOT does not track the total cost of
individual projects, which prevents a complete analysis of the program’s finances, and
that tracking changes to major highway projects is also difficuit.

The Audit Bureau’s recommendations regarding the major highway program addressed
the need for:

1. Improving financial and project cost reporting.
2. Providing consistent information in project planning documents.

3. Consistently communicating changes in project design and scope so effects on
costs can be monitored.

In developing these companion bills, we have been conscious of the need to require
DOT to provide more complete information about project costs, while at the same time
not overburdening them with reporting requirements that may divert time and attention
from the actual management of these very complex projects.

After having the companion bills drafted, we had continuing discussions with the
department and other interested parties. Yesterday, we had a companion simple
amendment drafted to each bill to further refine our recommendations. A copy of the
amendments should be at your places this morning. You also have a Legislative
Council memo describing the bills, as amended.




Speaker two:
At this time 1 would like to describe the provisions of the bills, as amended.

1. Timing of TPC Project Approval. The biils, as amended, would prohibit the TPC from
recommending approval of any major highway project until the DOT has completed, and
the TPC has reviewed, a final environmental impact statement (EIS) or environmental
assessment (EA) approved by the Federal Highway Administration.

Under current law, DOT submits a list of potential major highway projects to the TPC for
study and recommendation by the TPC. DOT may not begin preparing an EIS or EA for
a potential major highway project without TPC approval. However, there is currently no
requirement that the TPC review the final EIS or EA before giving final approval to a
project.

2. Project Enumeration. The bills, as amended, would prohibit the Legislature from
enumerating any major highway project unless the TPC has recommended approval of
the project.  Currently, the Legislature sometimes enumerates and approves
construction of major highway projects without approval by the TPC.

3. Creation of a Change Management System. The bills, as amended, would require
DOT to develop and implement a change management system for providing fiscal and
management oversight for all major highway projects and all southeast Wisconsin
freeway rehabilitation projects, including the Marquette interchange project. DOT has
indicated that they have already established this process for the southeast freeway
rehabilitation projects.

4. Approval of Certain Design Changes. The bills, as amended, would require that the
TPC be given the opportunity to review and approve certain project design changes
proposed by DOT after a major highway project has been enumerated or approved,
prior to DOT implementing the changes. The following design changes are subject to
this requirement:

a. Upgrading any portion of the project frem—a—highway to a freeway or
expressway.

b. Upgrading any portion of the project to increase the number of traffic lanes.
c. Upgrading any at-grade intersection to an interchange.
d. Upgrading an interchange to accommodate higher-speed traffic.

Prior to implementing any of those changes, DOT must report the proposed changes,
any reason for the changes, and the estimated project cost attributable to the changes,
to the TPC for review. The bills provide for passive review by the TPC, similar to Joint
Finance Committee review of certain items. If within 14 days of receiving the report, the
TPC does not notify DOT that it has scheduled a public hearing on the proposed design
changes, DOT may implement the changes. Any TPC member may request a public
hearing. If a public hearing is scheduled, the TPC must conduct the hearing and, within
60 days of the report’'s submission, notify DOT of its approval of the design changes,

2.




with or without modifications, or its decision not to approve any changes. The DOT may
not implement any proposed project design changes required to be submitted to the
TPC unless the TPC notifies DOT that the proposed design changes, with or without
modifications, are approved.

5. DOT Reports to TPC. The bills, as amended, require DOT to submit reports to the
TPC twice a year on the activities of the change management system created in the
bills. The reports must summarize the current status of each project approved by the
TPC and each project enumerated, and must identify all actual and estimated project
costs as of the date of the report.

The project information included in the reports must be reported both cumulatively from
the start of the project and also on an updated basis for the period since the previous
report.

6. Availability of Reports to Public. The bills, as amended, would require DOT to make
certain information available to the public, including making them available at no charge
on DOT'’s Internet site, within specified time periods. The information generally includes
reports, materials or other documents prepared by DOT for the TPC, and any other
information the TPC asks to be made available. Reports relating to proposed project
design changes must be made available on the 15" day after the report is submitted if
no public hearing is scheduled and on the day of the hearing, at a time following the
hearing, if one is scheduled.

/. TPC Membership. The bills, as amended, would increase the membership of the
TPC by two members, adding one more senator and one more representative from the
majority party, for a total of six senators and six representatives (four of each from the
majority party and two of each from the minority party). Currently, there are five
senators and five representatives on the TPC (three of each from the majority party and
two of each from the minority party).

That concludes our summary of Senate Bill 478 and Assembly Bill 893. We would be
happy to answer any questions.
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DOT expressed concern that the current language in the bill requiring biannual reports on
each major and each southeastern freeway rehabilitation project would result in reports
which included even minor resurfacing projects in the southeast. This problem is caused
by the definition of rehabilitation, which includes resurfacing, reconditioning and
reconstruction, each of which is defined in s. 84.013 (1) (b) (¢) and (d). DOT argued it
made little sense to report on resurfacing, or “applying a deck” as Randy characterized it.

On solution would be to strike the word “rehabilitation” on page 4, line 16 of the bill (this
is in newly created s. 13.489 (5) 1. and add “reconstruction or major reconditioning”
instead. These would have the definitions contained in s. 84.013 (b) and (c).

To further ensure that only large value projects are captured for the reports, the language
could be further modified to limit these to reconstruction and major reconditioning
projects with a total value of more than $5 million, which is the amount included in the
definition of a “majors” projects.







DOT Legislation

Originally stated goals (from 1-27-04 meeting notes):
1) Enumeration after FEIS and federal highway approval (some public input has already
occurred)
2) Prohibit Legislature from enumerating a project that has not been approved by the TPC
3) Report to TPC Semi-Annually on update of projects by major cost category
4) Any cost increases over 10% must be approved by the TPC

4145/1 draft was result of this meeting

Changes discussed at ?? meeting:

¢ add two more members of the legislature to the TPC, for a total of six in each house — 4
majority and 2 minority members

4145/2 draft was the result of this meeting
Shared copy of the 4145/2 draft with DOT - they expressed concerns

Sue spoke with Randy Romanski by phone on 2/16/04:
DOT's comments on /2 draft —
o Fine with points one and two (final EIS and remove legis from process)
¢ Fine with semi-annual reporting, but mixed on what is to be reported -
**a]] actual and estimated costs by cost category is too burdensome
**thinks this gives TPC too much info
e Against prior approval of TPC for design changes
**changes can be simple — such as moving a road over by 5 miles due to environmental
concems, etc.
**peed to define design changes
**does TPC need to make these decisions
**changes often made to accommodate local officials
**puts political pressure on the Legislative members of TPC
**change from 2 lanes to 4 — often a safety issue
**at grade vs interchange — work thru with local officials
e Not happy with Increases over 10% must be approved by TPC
**10% not very much

Sue stressed that her and Carol did not want to micro-manage the DOT. Sue asked Randy

how we could compromise on the design change portion — could we enumerate only the

types of changes that would need TPC approval? Asked Randy to bring a proposed list to
Vednesday's meeting.

Randy mentioned the oversight committee for the Marquette Interchange project and how
they met regularly to discuss all aspects of how the project was going — including to discuss
design changes. Randy also mentioned that the TPC meets infrequently and thought that
getting their approval would slow down projects.




Sue said that maybe they need to meet more often.

Sue also said that the 10% figure was negotiable. That it was picked out of the air because
they needed some place to start the discussion. Also, if we modified how and what the TPC
would need to approve, we might be able to take out altogether.

Meeting with Sec. Busalacchi, Randy Romanski,??, Carol, Sue, Karen, Jan, Joe, Bon B.,
Pam S. and Pam M. on 2/17/04 to discuss /2 draft:

[ 4

Randy discussed how the Marquette oversight committee worked and its membership
(Randy, Deputy Rubin, all administrators, DOT budget director, Federal rep.)
Reviewed conversation Randy had with Sue the day before

Said that cost changes are always a trade off on up front engineering costs — may be
cheaper to less up front, but will have to do later anyway?

Decided to change draft to add the Change management system and take out TPC
approval of design changes — including over-runs

4145/4 result of this meeting (/3 drafted incorrectly)

Major policy retained/changed from 4145/1 draft to 4145/4 draft based on originally stated

goals:

D

2)

3)

4)

3)

6)

Enumeration after FEIS and federal highway approval (some public input has already
occurred)

Retained original goal

Prohibit Legislature from enumerating a project that has not been approved by the TPC
Retained original goal

Report to TPC Semi-Annually on update of projects by major cost category

Changed reporting frequency from semi-annually to quarterly* and no longer requires
reporting by major cost categories

Any cost increases over 10% must be approved by the TPC

Changed — no longer in draft

Add two more members of the legislature to the TPC, for a total of six in each house — 4
majority and 2 minority members

New — not one of original goals

Add a change management system for major highway projects and southeast W1 freeway
re-habilitation projects

Modified goal - no longer requires TPC approval of design changes (after enumeration
or approval)

Major cost overruns identified in audit:

¢ Real Estate

e Upgrade from highway to expressway to freeway

e At-grade intersections to interchanges

¢ Changes requested by state and local officials, advecacy groups, and concerned
citizens

Changing from 2-lanes to 4-lanes

e Higher-speed interchanges than originally planned







DOT Legislation

Originally stated goals (from 1-27-04 meeting notes):

1) Enumeration after FEIS and federal highway approval (some public input has already
occurred) = cenm——

2) Prohibit Legislature from enumerating a project that has not been approved by the TPC

3) Report to TPC Semi-Annuglly on update of projects by major cost category
4) Any cost increases ove ust be approved by the TPC

L4

4145/1 draft was result of this meeting

Changes discussed at ?? meeting:

e add two more members of the legislature to the TPC, for a total of six in each house — 4
majority and 2 minority members

4145/2 draft was the result of this meeting
Shared copy of the 4145/2 draft with DOT - they expressed concerns

Sue spoke with Randy Romanski by phone on 2/16/04:
DOT's comments on /2 draft —
¢ Fine with points one and two (final EIS and remove legis from process)
¢ Fine with semi-annual reporting, but mixed on what is to be reported -
**all actual and estimated costs by cost category is too burdensome
**thinks this gives TPC too much info
e Against prior approval of TPC for design changes
**changes can be simple — such as moving a road over by 5 miles due to environmental
concerns, etc.
**need to define design changes
**does TPC need to make these decisions
**changes often made to accommodate local officials
**puts political pressure on the Legislative members of TPC
**change from 2 lanes to 4 — often a safety issue
**at grade vs interchange — work thru with local officials
e Not happy with Increases over 10% must be approved by TPC
**10% not very much

Sue stressed that %d Carol did not want to micro-manage the DOT. Sue asked Randy
how we could compromise on the design change portion — could we enumerate only the
nges that would need TPC approval? Asked Randy to bring a proposed list to

Wednesday'Symeeting. W

Randy mentioned the oversight committee for the Marquette Interchange project and how
they met regularly to discuss all aspects of how the project was going — including to discuss
design changes. Randy also mentioned that the TPC meets infrequently and thought that
getting their approval would slow down projects.




Sue said that maybe they need to meet more often.

Sue also said that the 10% figure was negotiable. That it was picked out of the air because
they needed some place to start the discussion. Also, if we modified how and what the TPC
would need to approve, we might be able to take out altogether.

Meeting with Sec. Busalacchi, Randy Romanski,??, Carol, Sue, Karen, Jan, Joe, Bon B.,
Pam S. and Pam M. on 2/17/04 to discuss /2 draft:
e Randy discussed how the Marquette oversight committee worked and its membership
(Randy, Deputy Rubin, all administrators, DOT budget director, Federal rep.)
¢ Reviewed conversation Randy had with Sue the day before
Said that cost changes are always a trade off on up front engineering costs — may be
cheaper to less up front, but will have to do later anyway?
e Decided to change draft to add the Change management system and take out TPC
approval of design changes — including over-runs

4145/4 result of this meeting (/3 drafted incorrectly)

Major policy retained/changed/add from 4145/1 draft to 4145/4 draft based on eriginally
stated goals:

1) Enumeration after FEIS and federal highway approval (some public input has already
occurred)
Retained original goal

2) Prohibit Legislature from enumerating a project that has not been approved by the TPC
Retained original goal

3) Report to TPC Semi-Annually on update of projects by major cost category
Changed reporting frequency from semi-annpually to qugbtgrly* and no longer requires
reporting by major cost categories ptn W

4) Any cost increases over 10% must be approved by the TPC —
Changed — no longer in draft

5) Add two more members of the legislature to the TPC, for a total of six in each house —- 4
majority and 2 minority members
New — not one of original goals

6) Add a change management system for major highway projects and southeast WI freeway
re-habilitation projects
Modified goal - no longer requires TPC approval of design changes (after enumeration

or roval,
Ma'or cost ov identified in audit:
Real Estate

Upgrade from highway to expressway to freeway
At-grade intersections to interchanges

Changes requested by state and local officials, advocacy groups, and concerued
citizens

Chagnging from2-lanes te 4-lanes

Higher-speed interchanges than originally planned
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Posted Apr. 12, 2004

John Dipko column: Bill tightens watch over
highway program

MADISON — Gov. Jim Doyle took action last week on dozens of bills that lawmakers passed
shortly before they adjourned last month.

One in particular should help improve scrutiny over state transportation spending in the
wake of a controversial state audit.

Assembly Bill 893, authored by GOP Rep. Suzanne Jeskewitz of Menomonee Falls and Sen.
Carol Roessler of Oshkosh, makes several changes to add scrutiny over the state’s major
highways program.

Jeskewitz and Roessler, co-chairs of the Legislature’s Joint Committee on Audit, crafted the
bill in response to an audit last fall showing Department of Transportation spending on the
program increased 69.5 percent over 10 years and totaled $284.2 million in 2002-03.

Adding powers

The law sets up several technical changes, most of which deal with the state Transportation
Projects Commission.

The commission reviews and recommends major highway projects for enumeration by the
Legislature and governor.

One change says the commission can’t add a project to the list without federal approval of
an environmental assessment or impact statement — both of which can require costly
accommodations.

Other changes add various reporting and review requirements and increase the
commission’s power.

In a written statement, Roessler highlighted the changes, including one requiring DOT
leaders to review changes in major highway project costs, designs and timelines.

“Creating a change management system puts in place a professional team for financial and
management oversight for all major highway projects,” Roessler said. "The reporting
requirements in this bill will make certain the department and the Legislature more closely
scrutinize how taxpayer dollars are spent on transportation.”

The bill passed the Assembly and Senate on a voice vote,
Cowles backs bill

State Sen. Robert Cowles, R-Allouez, a member of the audit committee, had proposed
similar legislation in January. Later, he was added as a co-sponsor to the Assembly bill.




In addition to the audit, Cowles said an alleged bid-rigging scandal shows a need for strong
oversight over the state’s major highways program.

Federal bid-rigging charges were leveled in January against four Northeastern Wisconsin
road construction executives over state projects exceeding $100 million.

“A lot of transportation dollars are, I'd say, being wasted,” Cowles said. "Having these
various accounting measures put into law and reviewed periodically by the Legislature, I
think we’ll have a much tighter system than we’ve had.”

Cooperation necessary

That assumes, of course, that all stakeholders — the Legislature and administration alike —
cooperate and implement the changes, Cowles said.

“The entire Legislature, during the budget, will have more information to make decisions
on,” he said. “That's the goal. ... It's a whole different way of operating.”

Call John Dipko at (608) 255-9254 or e-mail him at jdipko@greenbaypressgazette.com.
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